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Abstract 
The study depicts the relationship between pedagogical focus and language choice in 
the language teaching/learning environment of English as a Foreign Language (EFL) 
at a Turkish university.  We present the organisation of code-switching which is 
teacher-initiated and ‘teacher-induced’. The data for this study are collected by means 
of audio and video-taping lessons from six beginner level English classrooms.  
Transcripts of the lessons are examined according to the Conversation Analysis (CA) 
method of sequential analysis in relation to the pedagogical focus. We apply an 
adapted version of the classic CA question (why that, right now?) for interaction 
involving CS, which is why that, in that language, right now?  The study 
demonstrates that code-switching in L2 classrooms is orderly and related to the 
evolution of pedagogical focus and sequence. Through their language choice, learners 
may display their alignment or misalignment with the teacher’s pedagogical focus. 
 
Özet 
Bu akademik çalışma, yabancı dil olarak Đngilizce eğitim ve öğretim veren bir Türk 
üniversitesi’ndeki eğitsel (pedagojik) amaç ile dil seçimi arasındaki ilişkiyi 
incelemektedir.  Dil değişiminin (aynı diyalog süresince birden fazla dilin 
kullanılması) organizasyonunu öğretmen-girişimli ve öğretmen-teşvikli (öğretmenin 
bir Đngilizce kelimenin Türkçe karşılıgını sorması) olarak açıklanmıştır.  Bu araştırma 
için veriler sınıf gözlemi metoduyla toplanmıştır.  Bu metot 6 adet baslangıç düzeyi 
Đngilizce sınıfının ders kayıtlarının sesli (kaset çalar kullanarak) ve görüntülü (video 
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kamera yardımıyla) toplanmasıyla yürütülmüştür.  Sınıf içi diyalog dokumanı  
diyalog çözümleme metodunun ardışık analiz yöntemine dayanarak diyalog 
çözümleme metodundaki klasik ‘neden böyle?’ ve ‘neden şimdi?’ sorularının 
öğretmen-öğrenci diyaloğundaki dil değişimine uyacak şekilde ‘neden böyle?’, 
‘neden bu dilde?’ ve ‘neden şimdi?’ olarak değiştirilmiştir.  Bu araştırma yabancı dil 
sınıflarındaki dil değişiminin eğitsel amaçlara bağlı olarak değişen kurallı bir yapıda 
olduğunu ortaya koymaktadır.  Dil seçimleriyle öğrenciler, öğretmenin belirlediği 
eğitsel amaca katılıp katılmadıklarını göstermektedirler. 
 
Introduction 
The purpose of this study is to describe and analyse the sequential organisation of 
teacher-initiated and teacher-induced code-switching (CS) and its relationship to 
pedagogical focus. Although the study is set in a Turkish University English-as-a-
Foreign-Language (EFL) setting, the relevance of this study can be beyond the actual 
setting it has been carried out.  We define ‘teacher-initiated CS’ in this study as a type 
of CS in which the teacher him/herself code-switches to Turkish or English.  On the 
other hand, ‘teacher-induced CS’ is defined in this study as a type of CS in which the 
teacher uses English in his/her turn to encourage or ‘induce’ learners to take a turn in 
Turkish, e.g., asking in English for the Turkish equivalent of an English word.   
After introducing the status of English in Turkey, we review literature relevant 
to the study and outline the methodology employed. We then analyse sample 
transcripts and explicate the relationship between pedagogical focus and language 
choice. 
 
The status of English in Turkey and in its educational system 
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The status of English in Turkey is that of a foreign language.  English is one of the 
subjects taught in most government-sponsored secondary schools.  Students are 
exposed to eight hours of English instruction a week throughout the six years of 
secondary education.  Besides these traditional government schools, there exist a 
number of private and government-sponsored secondary schools in which the medium 
of instruction for most subjects is English.  Some of them have primary sections 
where instruction in English begins as early as the second year.  Enrolment in these 
schools is subject to entrance exams.   
There are also many state universities which offer English medium education 
at degree level.  Admittance to these universities is subject to the central university 
entrance examination.  Such universities offer preparatory English classes in the first 
year; during which intensive English courses are provided for those students who do 
not have the required proficiency to follow the classes in English.   
Under these educational circumstances, therefore, more and more people are 
aware of the fact that at least some knowledge of English is necessary to get ahead in 
life.   Consequently, many parents do their best to have their children educated in an 
English-medium school.   
 
Literature Review 
L1 and L2 use 
The issue of whether language teachers should use the L1 whilst teaching the L2 has 
always been a controversial one. With the exception of the studies cited below, the 
discussion has often been pedagogically based and prescriptive; that is, it has focussed 
on what teachers should do rather than on a description of what teachers actually do in 
 5 
practice. Here we review the pedagogical literature for and against L1 use in L2 
classrooms: see also Turnbull& Arnett (2002). 
 
 
Literature which Opposes First Language Use  
Some research on this issue has been conducted in bilingual education contexts, e.g., 
Cummins & Swain (1986). However, as the research context of this study is L2 
classrooms, specifically EFL classrooms, we have examined only studies carried out 
in these contexts. Many studies have promoted the exclusive use of the L2 in 
monolingual FL classrooms.  In particular, strong proponents of the communicative 
approach, which has “an emphasis on learning to communicate through interaction in 
the target language” (Nunan 1991: 279), have typically frowned upon the use of L1 in 
L2 classrooms.  For instance, in her practical teacher training course book, Willis 
(1981) defines teaching English through English (TETE) as "speaking and using 
English in the classroom as often as you possibly can”.  She advocates TETE, which 
demands that teachers teach, and learners learn the curriculum through the medium of 
English.  Neil (1997) studies the use of the target foreign language in secondary 
schools in Northern Ireland by ten German-as-a-foreign-language teachers.  His study 
analyses the target language from the teachers’ perspective, looking at the teachers' 
use of the target language, the teacher’s own language learning problems and the 
learners' point of view.   
Duff & Polio (1990; Polio & Duff 1994) carried out research into university 
foreign language classes.  They found that although many teachers report that it is 
possible to teach core French almost exclusively in French, many others find this 
difficult or even impossible.  Kharma & Hajjaj (1989) also conducted a study of the 
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Arab learners of English in the Gulf region and conclude that L1 should not be used in 
second language classrooms, since the aim of second language teaching is to 
approximate near-native competence.  Chambers (1991) states that “the theoretical 
basis for use of the target language in classroom communication does not seem to be 
controversial" (p.27).  He then continues by giving examples of when and why this 
might be so, based solely on a practical survey.  Macdonald (1993) argues that 
switching to the L1 to explain what the teacher has said to learners is unnecessary, 
and undermines the learning process.  Thus, according to these researchers, teaching 
entirely through the target language allows learners to experience unpredictability, 
and to develop their own in-built language system.  Following this train of thought, 
although Cook (2001) believes in the existence of a case for CS in the FL classroom, 
he supports the view that L1 use inevitably cuts down exposure to the L2.  The 
underlying assumption in studies of this type is that it is better to teach the language 
of English through the medium of English. Turnbull & Arnett (2002) report that a 
number of early studies found a direct correlation between L2 achievement  and 
teacher use of L2; this provided a theoretical rationale for L2 use which many found 
convincing. 
Literature which Supports First Language Use  
In opposition to the communicative approach, there are those who advocate careful 
and limited use of the L1.  This view has been applied to CS studies (e.g., Ellis 1985: 
80-189) where L1 use is regarded as a powerful influence on the learning process, 
since learners tend to treat it as the obvious starting point when learning a new 
language, and a popular communication strategy.   
Macaro (1997) explores the concept of teaching exclusively through the target 
language and relates this to two current pedagogical issues: peer collaboration and 
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learner autonomy.  He argues that it is not only impractical to exclude the L1 from the 
classroom but that it is also likely to deprive learners of an important tool for 
language learning.  Harbord (1992) points out that “many teachers have tried to create 
an EO (English-only) classroom but have found they have failed to get the meaning 
across, leading to student incomprehension and resentment” (p.350).  He therefore 
concludes that “translation / transfer is a natural phenomenon and an inevitable part of 
second language acquisition ..., regardless of whether or not the teacher offers or 
'permits' translation" (Harbord 1992: 351). 
Atkinson (1993: 25-38) characterises certain roles of L1 as being necessary 
and others as being unnecessary in presenting and practising a new piece of language 
in low language proficiency level classrooms.  According to him, the necessary roles 
are: “lead-ins (exploit the L1 to check that the students have understood the situation), 
eliciting language (getting language from the students), giving instructions (especially 
useful to clarify the written instructions on a worksheet or in a textbook), checking 
comprehension (whether or not students understand a word or phrase)”; see also 
Turnbull (2001) and Widdowson (2003).   
The unnecessary roles according to Atkinson are: “at listening stage (the 
assimilation of the meaning of the new language item takes place), drills (helps 
students to practise the new language), correction (teacher should encourage students 
to correct themselves), personalisation, creativity stage and games (the three activities 
to give intensive practice of the L2)”.  Further reasons quoted for allowing L1 use are 
that it can be very time-efficient in certain situations (Chambers 1992; Atkinson 
1993), and for the majority of teachers, teaching entirely in L2 is not really feasible, 
for a variety of real and perceived reasons (Chambers 1992; Atkinson 1993). Swain & 
Lapkin (2000) suggest that L1 use may enable students to perform tasks more 
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successfully; see also Brooks, Donato & McGlone (1997).  Finally, in many cases, it 
may not be desirable to teach only in the target language, since this creates other 
socio-cultural divisions, such as ethnocentricity, if L1 is banned (Atkinson 1993).  
There are prescriptive arguments, then, for and against L1 use in L2 
classrooms. Also, in the case of bilingual education, it is possible to prescribe 
alternating use of both languages. For example, Jacobson’s (1990) New Concurrent 
Approach uses both languages with a highly structured approach to code-switching. 
Our research focus, by contrast, is descriptive, i.e. on how L1 use is actually 
organised in L2 classrooms and how it is related to pedagogical focus. In our research 
setting (i.e., a Turkish University), there is no official teaching method that teachers 
have to follow; however, there is an institutional policy that encourages as much L2 
use as possible in EFL classrooms. 
 
Code-Switching  
In recent years, an increasing amount of research into conversational CS has been 
carried out, focusing on the pragmatic and expressive meanings carried by switches. 
Stroud (1998) divides the bulk of this research into two main approaches.   The 
principal characteristic of the first group (e.g., Gumperz 1982) is that “the social 
meanings of conversational code-switches are carried by a set of social categories 
metaphorically symbolized by particular languages (McConvell 1988)”.  In that sense, 
“what speakers do when they switch is to juxtapose the we-code and the they-code 
(original in italics), and the code-switches serve to index the associations or identities 
linked to each code” (Stroud 1998: 321). The associations may be “signalling a 
distinction between direct and reported speech, clarifying and emphasizing a message, 
qualifying a message or signalling the degree of speaker involvement in the talk”.  In 
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terms of identity, “members of bilingual speech communities attach different rights, 
identities and obligations to each of their languages” (Stroud 1998: 322).  
The second group (e.g., Wei 1994; Moerman 1988), who practise CA, 
“question the primacy of macrostructural or societal contributions to the social 
meanings of CS, that particular languages stand as metaphors for, and see the 
meanings of CS as emerging out of the sequential and negotiated development of 
conversational interaction” (Stroud 1998: 322).  Therefore, CA studies of CS support 
the idea that “the meanings carried by CS are negotiated in the actual context in which 
they occur” (Stroud 1998: 322).  Wei (2002: 164) suggests that for those who are 
interested in the meaning of CS, the CA approach has at least two advantages.  First, 
“it gives priority to what Auer (1984: 6) calls the ‘sequential implicativeness of 
language choice in conversation’, i.e., the effect of a participant’s choice of language 
at a particular point in the conversation on subsequent language choices by the same 
and other participants”.  Second, “it limits the external analyst’s interpretational 
leeway because it relates his or her interpretation back to the members’ mutual 
understanding of their utterances as manifest in their behaviour” (Wei 2002: 164).  
Thus, the CA approach to CS was developed against the background of an 
overwhelming tendency in bilingualism research to explain CS behaviour by 
attributing specific meanings to the switches, and by assuming that speakers intend 
these meanings to be perceived by their listeners. 
It is obvious that the CA approach to bilingual interaction is very different 
from other sociolinguistic models that have been proposed.  The differences are that 
“CA does not describe structures of CS in quantitative terms and divorced from its 
natural site of occurrence (conversation), or explain meanings of CS by invoking 
interaction-external concepts such as speakers’ rights and obligations.  Instead, the 
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CA approach focuses on collaborative achievements of the conversation participants, 
especially the methods and procedures they deploy in achieving understanding” (Wei 
2002: 177). 
 This CA methodological approach to CS also informs our analysis of extracts 
below. Essentially, we employ a synthesis of the CA approach to L2 classroom 
interaction and the CA approach to bilingualism because our focus is on CS in L2 
classrooms. This synthesis can be described as a focus on the sequential 
implicativeness of language choice in relation to the evolving pedagogical focus. 
 
CS in L2 Classrooms 
A number of studies of CS in L2 classrooms have been undertaken which have 
generally identified the pedagogical functions of classroom talk and which broadly 
belong to a form-function or discourse analysis (DA) tradition. Ferguson (2003: 39) 
provides an overview of some recent, significant studies of classroom CS in the 
following three categories: 
1. “CS for curriculum access. (e.g., to help pupils understand the subject matter 
of their lessons)” 
 
Those studies (e.g., Castellotti, 1997; Lin 1996; Martin 1999) which examine the 
bilingual negotiation of the meaning of classroom texts belong to this category.  The 
common point these studies illustrate is “the significant role of CS in providing access 
to English medium text and in scaffolding knowledge construction for pupils with 
limited English language resources” (Ferguson 2003: 41).  As an example, Martin 
(1999: 51-52) analyses an extract from a grade four geography class in Brunei, which 
illustrates how the teacher switches from English to Malay in order to “encourage and 
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elicit pupil participation”, “clarify the meaning of certain sections of text”- a process 
that Martin (1999: 53) refers to as “unpacking the meaning”- and “demarcate reading 
the text from commentary on it”.  We obtain similar results in our study.  Teachers 
code-switch from English to Turkish in order to deal with procedural trouble, clarify 
meaning by providing the Turkish equivalent, encourage and elicit learner 
participation, elicit Turkish translation, check learner comprehension, and give 
metalanguage information.  However, for some of the above functions, teachers 
sometimes code-switch from Turkish to English to encourage learner participation, 
check comprehension, and elicit Turkish translation.   
2. “CS for classroom management discourse. (e.g., to motivate, discipline and 
praise pupils and to signal a change of footing)” 
 
The studies (e.g., Canagarajah 1995; Lin 1996) which fall into this category, 
specifically analyse CS which “often contextualises a shift of ‘frame’ (Goffman 1974) 
away from lesson content and towards some ‘off-lesson’ concern –to discipline a 
pupil, to attend to latecomers, to gain and focus pupils’ attention” (Ferguson 2003: 
42).  CS may also, as Ferguson states, “demarcate talk about the lesson content from 
what we may refer to as the management of pupil learning; that is, negotiating task 
instructions, inviting pupil contributions, disciplining pupils, specifying a particular 
addressee, and so on”.  Under the same heading of classroom management, Ferguson 
(ibid.) highlights “the use of CS as an ‘attention-focusing device’ (Merritt 1992: 117); 
that is, the code contrast functions to redirect pupils’ attention –very often at the 
opening of a new topic”.  In our study, we notice similar pedagogical functions to 
those listed by Ferguson.  Teachers code-switch from English to Turkish in order to 
deal with classroom discipline and give feedback.  CS from Turkish to English occurs 
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when teachers shift the frames or topics of the lesson, and serves the function of an 
attention-focusing device during the shift. 
3. “CS for interpersonal relations. (e.g., to humanise the affective climate of 
the classroom and to negotiate different identities)” 
 
The studies (e.g., Adendorff 1993; Merritt 1992) that concentrate on this function 
of CS investigate the social and affective classroom environment where teachers and 
learners negotiate relationships and identities.  Ferguson (2003: 43) clarifies this 
function as follows: 
In many classrooms, English indexes a more distanced, formal teacher –pupil 
relationship and the local language–Tamil, Cantonese, Zulu or Maltese–a 
closer, warmer more personal one.  To build rapport with individual pupils, 
create greater personal warmth and encourage greater pupil involvement, the 
teacher may, therefore, when the occasion is suitable, switch to the local 
language. 
 
In our study, teachers code-switch from English to Turkish in order to express 
a Turkish idiom, comment on a social event in Turkey, and pass on personal 
information.  We have not come across any cases where teachers code-switch from 
Turkish to English in order to influence interpersonal relations in the classroom.  
Until now in the literature review section, we have talked about the different 
positions on the use of L1 in L2 teaching, pointed out that the L1 (and therefore CS) 
occurs very often, exemplified some pedagogical functions of CS utterances in 
literature and in our database.  CS is, after all, a common phenomenon in other 
bilingual situations (Cook, 2001), so it ought to be a natural feature in L2 classrooms.   
 
The Organisation of Language Classroom Interaction 
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Conversation Analysis (CA) attempts to understand the organisation of the interaction 
as being rationally derived from the core institutional goal, which is that the teacher 
will teach the learners the L2.  From this core goal a number of consequences issue 
both rationally and inevitably which affect the way in which L2 classroom interaction 
is accomplished. One interactional property derives directly from the core goal and 
shapes the interaction. This is that there is a reflexive relationship between pedagogy 
and interaction and interactants constantly display their analyses of the evolving 
relationship between pedagogy and interaction.  
This reflexive relationship between pedagogy and interaction means that as the 
pedagogical focus varies, so the organisation of the interaction varies. However, this 
relationship also means that the L2 classroom has its own interactional organisation 
which transforms the pedagogical focus (task-as-workplan) into interaction (task-in-
process). The omnipresent and unique feature of the L2 classroom is this reflexive 
relationship between pedagogy and interaction. So whoever is taking part in L2 
classroom interaction and whatever the particular activity during which the 
interactants are speaking the L2, they are always displaying to one another their 
analyses of the current state of the evolving relationship between pedagogy and 
interaction and acting on the basis of these analyses. The participants display in their 
turns their analyses of the evolving relationship between pedagogy and interaction, 
i.e. how the pedagogical focus relates to the turns produced in L2. CA analysis of L2 
classroom interaction follows the same procedure: The analyst follows exactly the 
same procedure as the participants and traces the evolving relationship between 
pedagogy and interaction, using as evidence the analyses of this relationship which 
the participants display to each other in their own turns. So the methodology which is 
used for the analysis of L2 classroom interaction is the next-turn proof procedure in 
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relation to the pedagogical focus. Hutchby and Wooffitt (1998: 15) define “next-turn 
proof procedure” as follows: 
“…speaker display in their sequentially ‘next’ turns an understanding of what 
the ‘prior’ turn was about.  That understanding may turn out to be what the 
prior speaker intended, or not; whichever it is, that itself is something which 
gets displayed in the next turn in the sequence.” 
 This, then, contributes to the methodological basis of the analysis of extracts 
below. 
 
Principles of CA 
As with other forms of qualitative research, the principles of CA are not to be 
considered as a formula or to be applied in a mechanistic fashion. It is essential to 
adopt a conversation analytic mentality which “involves more a cast of mind, or a 
way of seeing, than a static and prescriptive set of instructions which analysts bring to 
bear on the data." (Hutchby & Wooffitt 1998: 94).  
Sacks's most original idea, according to Hutchby and Wooffitt (1998), is that 
there is order at all points in interaction.  This idea leads to the concept of rational 
design in interaction, that is that talk in interaction is systematically organised, deeply 
ordered and methodic.  When this perspective is applied to CS in L2 classrooms, there 
are two implications. Firstly, turns in the L2 display an analysis of the evolving 
relationship between pedagogy and interaction. Secondly, CS in L2 classrooms does 
not occur randomly, but is also a means of orienting to this relationship. So 
participants in L2 classroom interaction choose to use a particular language in relation 
to sequential issues but also in relation to the pedagogical focus. 
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A second principle of CA is that contributions to interaction are context-
shaped and context-renewing. Contributions are context-shaped in that they cannot be 
adequately understood except by reference to the sequential environment in which 
they occur and in which the participants design them to occur. Contributions are 
context-renewing in that they inevitably form part of the sequential environment in 
which a next contribution will occur.  
The third principle is that no order of detail can be dismissed, a priori, as 
disorderly, accidental or irrelevant (Heritage 1984: 241). This principle follows from 
the first two and can be seen to underlie the development of the highly detailed CA 
transcription system, its minute analysis of the detail of naturally occurring data and 
its highly empirical orientation.  
The fourth principle which follows from this is that analysis is bottom-up and 
data driven; we should not approach the data with any prior theoretical assumptions or 
assume that any background or contextual detail are relevant. So in CA it is not 
relevant to invoke power, gender, race or any other contextual factor unless and until 
there is evidence in the details of the interaction that the participants themselves are 
orienting to them.  
Another way of presenting the principles of CA is in relation to the questions 
which it asks. The classic question which we must ask at all stages of CA analysis of 
data is "Why that, right now?" Since this study focuses on CS, we modify this 
question to: "Why that, in that language, right now?" This encapsulates the 
perspective of interaction as social/pedagogical action (why that) which is expressed 
in a particular language in a developing sequence (right now). This perspective is 
exemplified in the analyses below. 
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Interactional Organisations1 
A number of interactional organisations were uncovered by Sacks and associates and 
can now be employed in analysis by CA practitioners. These include adjacency pairs, 
turn-taking, repair and preference organisation. First we should clarify that these 
organisations are definitely not the same as 'units of analysis' in the linguistic sense. 
Rather, they should be understood as interactional organisations which interactants 
use normatively and reflexively both as an action template for the production of their 
social actions and as a point of reference for the interpretation of their actions.  For 
reasons of length, in this study we will introduce only the organisations of preference, 
since this is relevant to the study; see Seedhouse (2004) for an introduction to the 
other organisations.   
 
Preference Organisation 
The concept has been frequently misunderstood, as Boyle (2000) demonstrates. It is 
not related to the notion of liking or wanting to do something, but rather involves 
issues of affiliation and disaffiliation, of seeing, noticeability, accountability and 
sanctionability in relation to social actions.    
In the case of institutional discourse, the issue of affiliation and disaffiliation 
is related to the institutional business. In the L2 classroom setting, the overall 
institutional goal is for the teacher to teach the learners the L2.  As Seedhouse (2004) 
shows, teachers introduce a variety of pedagogical focuses in the course of a lesson 
and learners show differing degrees of affiliation to the pedagogical focus. In the case 
of L2 classroom interaction, learner moves which show affiliation with the 
pedagogical focus are preferred moves and those show disaffiliation are dispreferred. 
As we have seen in the section above on CA studies of CS, language choice is 
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entwined with issues of sequence and affiliation. Therefore, as we will see below, 
language choice is related to learners’ affiliation and disaffiliation with the 
pedagogical focus. 
 
Methodology 
Research Focus 
This study aims to describe the relationship between language choice and pedagogical 
focus through uncovering the sequential organisation of teacher CS in a Turkish 
university EFL setting.  
 
Sample Information and Data Collection 
The data for this study are taken from six whole lessons of beginner-level university 
EFL classrooms.  All of the classes except one are in the Modern Foreign Languages 
Department (the other being in the Linguistics Department) at a Turkish University.  
The Modern Languages Department offers an ELT programme for learners who are 
not majoring in English as an undergraduate degree.  The ELT programme lasts for 
one academic year and is registered as a ‘prep class’.  It is compulsory for those who 
do not pass the compulsory English language test set at the beginning of the first 
academic year.  The required score to pass the test is sixty percent.  Learners who 
score less than this will be automatically registered in the prep class.  Those learners 
attending the prep class thus take five years to complete their Bachelor’s (BA) 
degrees, i.e., one year for the prep class in addition to the four-year undergraduate 
degree programme. All of the observed lessons chosen were conversation classes, 
since the course was mainly structured by speaking activities, which made it possible 
to record a larger amount of spoken data than in other classes such as reading, writing, 
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and grammar.  It should be noted that the teachers of recorded classes are Turkish 
native speaker of English.   
 19 
 
Classroom Department Classroom  
Activity 
Number of  
Learners 
Classroom 
Time 
Classroom 1 Modern 
Languages 
Travel agent –
tourist role-
play activity in 
pairs 
12 50 min. 
Classroom 2 Modern 
Languages 
teacher-fronted 
whole class 
discussion 
about the New 
Year 
Celebration 
11  50 min. 
Classroom 3 Linguistics teacher-guided 
listening 
comprehension 
activity 
10 60 min 
Classroom 4 Modern 
Languages 
grammar 
practice 
activity 
21 50 min. 
Classroom 5 Modern 
Languages 
Travel agent-
tourist role-
play activity in 
pairs 
24 50 min. 
Classroom 6 Modern 
Languages 
Role-play 
activity in 
various 
scenarios 
carried out in 
groups  
22 50 min. 
 
Table 1: Sample information 
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During the data collection, we used both video and audio recorders.  We 
thought it would be necessary to capture both a visual and an audio record of the 
event so that we could also add non-verbal information to the data transcriptions.  
 
Data Analysis  
For the purpose of this study, we analysed in detail seventy nine extracts2, 
eight of which are included in this paper, following these inductive search procedures.  
We identified twelve pedagogical functions in relation to teacher-initiated CS 
(teacher-induced CS has only one pedagogical function in the data, which is to ask for 
L1 equivalents) from English to Turkish and Turkish to English.  We now start to 
discuss the relationship between pedagogical focus and language choice by 
sequentially analysing the sample data extracts.  
 
Extract 1: Teacher-Initiated CS serving the pedagogical function of ‘dealing with a 
lack of response in L2’ 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
→T: okay (.) hh on Tuesday night?  
(0.5)  
on New Year’s night?  
(1.0)  
on Tuesday (.) last Tuesday?  
(2.0)  
Salı günü?  
[tr: on Tuesday]  
8 
9 
L4: (0.5)  
er- 
10 T: =Yılbaşı gecesi? 
[tr: on New Year’s Eve] 
11 L4: I (2.0) study (0.5) English 
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The above extract is taken from a teacher-learner dialogue in which the 
teacher asks the learner what she did on New Year’s Eve.  In line 1, the teacher 
directs a question to L4 in English but does not receive a reply after a pause of 0.5 
seconds.  Then, in line 3, T asks the same question with a different linguistic 
formatting and waits for a slightly longer time (1.0 seconds) to receive a reply from 
the learner.  As the learner still does not answer, T asks the question again with 
different linguistic formatting in line 5. There then follows a pause of 2 seconds 
without reply.  He then code-switches to Turkish in his repetition of the question in 
lines 7 and 10. This is consistent with the rest of the data, which reveal that the 
teacher code-switches into L1 to repeat a question after a pause of more than 1 
second.  The repetition of a question signals trouble in interaction that prevents the 
institutional business from proceeding.  We can observe the pauses lengthening from 
0.5 in line 2 to 1.0 in line 4 and 2.0 in line 6, following which the CS occurs.  
 
Extract 2: Teacher-Initiated CS serving to the pedagogical function of ‘dealing with a 
lack of response in L2’ 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
 
6 
→T: okay .hh what is er (0.5) the best (0.5) New Year Evening for you?  
(0.5) 
what would be the best New Year for you?  
(1.5) 
en iyi yılbaşı ne olurdu sizin için?  
[tr: what would be the best New Year’s Day for you?] 
(2.5)  
7 L1: er (0.5) birthday 
8 
9 
T: no no New Year  
(1.0)  
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10 
11 
12 
what would be the best New Year?  
(0.5)  
do you need the money to spend for the perfect New Year? 
 
In a similar example, the teacher poses a question in L2 in line 1.  After 
waiting for half a second, he repeats his question using different linguistic formatting 
in line 3.  The teacher still gets no response in the one and half a second pause which 
follows (line 4), and he then code-switches to translate the question into Turkish in 
line 5.  After a two and half a second pause, L1 takes the reply turn in line 7.  The 
teacher repairs L1’s reply in line 8.   
Applying our methodological question (Why that, in that language, right 
now?) to these extracts, we want to understand why the teacher code-switches to L1 
after a lack of response and a lengthy pause and why the learner responds in L2 to the 
teacher’s question in L1. In order to understand this, we need to refer to both 
sequential issues (preference organisation) and institutional issues (the organisation of 
L2 classroom interaction). In the institutional L2 classroom setting, the teacher’s 
question introduces a pedagogical focus, which in this case is that learners will 
produce an appropriate answer in the L2 to the question. For the institutional business 
to be carried out, it is essential that the learner understands the pedagogical focus. 
When the teacher does not obtain an answer, the teacher modifies the linguistic forms 
in L2 to clarify the pedagogical focus. When this still does not produce the required 
response, the teacher code-switches in order to explain the pedagogical focus in the 
L1, which is easier for the learner to understand. From this perspective, the CS is one 
further (but more radical) way of modifying and simplifying the linguistic forms. The 
CS represents one further move down the preference order. In both extracts above and 
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throughout the data, the learners produce a response after the teacher’s CS. In order to 
determine whether this analysis is correct, we can employ the next-turn proof 
procedure and see how the learners analyse the CS. In both cases they respond by 
producing an answer in the L2, i.e. in orientation to the teacher’s original question in 
the L2. By doing so, the learners display affiliation to the pedagogical focus, i.e. they 
recognise that the aim is for them to produce an answer in L2 to the question. They 
also thereby display their recognition that the aim of the teacher’s turn in the L1 is to 
clarify the pedagogical focus for them. In both cases above, the learner produces an 
answer in L2, but it is not precisely the answer targeted by the teacher’s pedagogical 
focus and the teacher initiates repair in the hope of the learner producing a more 
appropriate answer in the L2. The analysis demonstrates the intertwinedness of 
language choice, sequence and pedagogical focus. 
Extract 3: Teacher-Induced CS serving to the pedagogical function of ‘translating into 
L1’ 
1 
2 
 
4 
5 
6 
7 
T: Ayvalık here  
(0.5)  
so twenty  
(0.5)  
twenty  
(0.5)  
twenty good persuaders 
8 L5: thank you 
9 
10 
11 
T: persuade? 
(0.5)  
what was persuade? 
12 L5: ikna =etmek  
[tr: to persuade] 
13 T: =/  /good* sell of people okay, wonderful .hh this time go back to 
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14 
15 
16 
your original partner  
(0.5)  
original? 
17 L2: =/  /gerçek  
[tr: real] 
18 L5: =/  /ilk  
[tr: the first] 
19 L7: =orjinal  
[tr: original] 
20 
 
21 
 
→T: yeah ilk partnerinize geri dönüyorsunuz (.) beraber yazdığınız  
[tr: return to your first partner with whom you have written] 
((LL talk in English in groups)) 
(7 minutes) 
 
The next phenomenon we examine is teacher-induced CS. This extract is taken 
from a post-task activity.  In lines 1 and 7, the teacher comments on the task results.  
In lines 9, 11 and 16 the teacher initiates question turns that ‘induce’ the learners to 
code-switch, but she does not code-switch to Turkish herself. In line 12, L5 switches 
to L1 to provide a translation of the L2 word and in lines 17, 18 and 19 three learners 
provide translations in the L1 of the L2 word ‘original’. These learner turns display 
the learners’ analysis of the teacher’s pedagogical focus as being for them to CS. The 
teacher’s follow-up turn in each case is to provide positive feedback, which confirms 
that the learners had complied with the pedagogical focus. The data contain many 
such examples. The phenomenon is virtually the reverse of extracts 1 and 2 in that in 
extract 3 the teacher’s utterance in L2 has the pedagogical aim of the learners 
producing an utterance in L1. In extract 6 the learners display affiliation to the 
teacher’s pedagogical focus precisely by replying in L1 and the teacher recognises 
them as affiliative responses. So by comparing extract 3 with extracts 1 and 2, we can 
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see that it is only possible to understand and analyse CS in L2 classrooms by tracing 
how language choice relates to developments in sequence and the shifting 
pedagogical focus. 
 
Extract 4. Teacher-Initiated CS serving to the pedagogical function of  ‘translating 
into L1’ 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
 
8 
9 
→T: yeah  
(1.5)  
okay, change  
(0.5)  
change  
(0.5)  
clockwise saat yönüne  
               [tr: clockwise]  
(0.5) 
=clockwise. ((T shows the direction with a hand movement)) 
10 L8: =/  /saat yönü*ne.  
      [tr: clockwise] 
11 L2: ama saat yönüne göre böyle oluyor  
[tr: but the clockwise direction is this way] 
12 L12: böyle ters oluyor  
[tr: it is reverse if it is like that] 
13 
 
14 
15 
 
16 
17 
→T: benim saatime göre-   
[tr: according to my watch] 
(1.0)  
doğru böyle oluyor  
[tr: that’s right it is this direction] 
(.)  
.hh anti-clockwise then (.) anti-clockwise 
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The above extract starts with the teacher’s classroom instruction in which she 
instructs the learners to change partners in order to carry on the role-play activity.  
She wants them to move in a clockwise direction around the classroom.  After giving 
instructions (lines 1-7), the teacher code-switches to Turkish to give the equivalent of 
the English word in line 7.  T’s pedagogical focus at this point is procedural and is 
simply for the learners to move and change partner. The teacher repeats the English 
word in line 9. Both L2 and L12 initiate repair to correct the mismatch between the 
propositional meaning of the word ‘clockwise’ (in both L1 and L2 in line 7) and the 
direction of the teacher’s hand movement in lines 11-12.  In lines 10, 11, and 12, the 
learners are not aligned with the teacher’s pedagogical focus (i.e., to move and change 
partners); rather they are engaged in repairing the teacher’s code-switched turn (line 
7).  They therefore use L1, indicating their misalignment with T’s pedagogical focus.  
In line 15, the teacher accepts the learners’ initiation of repair and self-repairs the 
instruction in English in line 17.  
As Seedhouse (2004) demonstrates, learners do not always affiliate themselves 
with the teacher’s pedagogical focus, for a variety of reasons. Learners’ language 
choice may display their degree of affiliation or disaffiliation with the teacher’s 
pedagogical focus. 
 
Extract 5. Teacher-Induced CS serving to the pedagogical function of ‘providing a 
prompt for L2 use’ 
1 →T: huh sorun bakalım arkadaşları da ağlamış mı  
      [tr: let’s ask him whether his friends cried, too] 
2 
 
3 
L4: Arkadaşların da ağladı mı?  
[tr: did your friends cry, too?] 
((Learners laugh)) (0.5) 
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4 T: in English 
5 L4: did you cry in (1.0) (unintelligible learner talk) 
6 
7 
8 
T: again, again, again.  
(0.5) 
did your =friends 
 
In line 1, T uses L1 to prompt learners to ask a specific question in English.  
She instructs the learners about the design of the question she wants them to form.  In 
line 2, L4 selects himself to take the next turn and forms the required question, but in 
Turkish L1 rather than English L2. This indicates his misalignment with the teacher’s 
pedagogical focus (prompting learners to form a specific question in L2). L4’s choice 
of language (line 2) provokes laughter in the classroom.  This shows that the other 
learners see his language choice (L1) as deviant behaviour because of its 
misalignment with the pedagogical focus of the activity.  L4 may have used the L1 
deliberately as a joke, because it is clear from the video-recording that L4 was also 
laughing in line 3. The teacher therefore repairs L4’s language choice (L1) in line 4 
and L4 starts to form the question in English in line 5, immediately after the teacher’s 
instruction (line 4), thus affiliating to the teacher’s pedagogical focus.  So, L4’s use of 
L1 indicates misalignment with T’s pedagogical focus, whereas his use of L2 
indicates alignment. 
 
Extract 6. Teacher-Initiated CS serving the pedagogical function of ‘providing a 
prompt for L2 use’ 
1 T: will you ski there? 
2 L3: I want to ski 
3 T: do you know how to? 
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4 L3: yes  
5 
6 
 
7 
8 
→T: (2.0)  
bi soralım buna nasıl öğrendi?  
[tr: let’s ask him how did he learn?] 
(2.0) 
nasıl öğrendin?  
[tr: how did you learn?] 
9 L10: how do you learn to ski? 
10 T: how? 
11 L10: how do you learn to ski? 
12 T: did you 
13 L10: how did you learn to ski? 
14 L3: uhm my uncle (0.5) in nineteen eighty four 
 
The teacher code-switches to Turkish in line 6 in order to guide the learners to ask the 
question in the target language by themselves.  If the teacher asks the question in 
English, then the learners will know how to do it.  Therefore, CS is used for this 
purpose.  CS is also necessary in lines 6 and 8, if the teacher wants to see whether the 
learners can say it in English.  He waits for two seconds, but since none of the 
learners initiates the question, he continues to talk in Turkish to give them a hint in 
line 8.  Learner 10 provides a question in English (line 9) that shows his alignment 
with the teacher’s pedagogical focus.  In the following line, the teacher initiates 
scaffolding by repeating the question until a repair is needed.  In line 11, Learner 10 
does not repair his question and asks the same question again.  The teacher repairs the 
mistake in the question in line 12 and Learner 10 repeats the question in the correct 
form in line 13.
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Extract 7. Teacher-Initiated CS serving to the pedagogical function of ‘dealing with 
procedural trouble’ 
1 
2 
3 
4 
 
 
5 
→T: not reading ((T looks at L1)) 
(1.5) ((LL talk in pairs)) 
.hh arkadaşlar bir dakika (0.5) okumanızı istemiyorum. (1.0) 
bakabilirsiniz kağıda ama okumanızı istemiyorum.  
[tr: hold on a minute mates (students) I do not want you to read you can 
look at the paper but I do not want you to read it] 
(.) 
6 
7 
L1: =okay 
(1.0) 
8 T: it is just for ideas 
((LL talk in pairs)) 
 
In this extract, the teacher uses CS in lines 3 and 4 to repair procedural trouble 
(trouble is anything which prevents the institutional business from proceeding) 
because the required pedagogical focus has not been established. That is, learners are 
reading the dialogue, instead of acting it without looking at the written script.  In line 
1, the teacher uses English to repair the learners’ misapplication of the task 
instructions.  However, the learners keep talking in pairs instead of applying the 
teacher’s instruction (line 1) during the pause of 1.5 seconds in line 2.  The teacher 
then code-switches to Turkish to repair the procedural trouble (lines 3 and 4).  The 
pedagogical function of this CS is similar to that seen in extracts 1 and 2, i.e. to make 
sure that all the learners understand the instructions for the role-play activity so that 
they know what to do and how to carry out the task.  In line 5, the teacher pauses for a 
very short time after the CS.  Learner 1 takes a reply turn during this short pause in 
English L2, which demonstrates alignment with T’s pedagogical focus. The content of 
the turn displays that the procedural instructions have been understood. Learner 1 
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selects himself to take the reply turn as the next-turn speaker (line 6) as the teacher 
has directed her initial instruction to him (line 1). In line 8, the teacher takes a follow-
up turn in English to further repair the procedural problem of misapplication of task 
instructions. 
  
Extract 8. Teacher-Initiated CS serving to the pedagogical function of ‘dealing with 
procedural trouble’ 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
→T: okay stop  
(1.0) ((Learners talk in pairs)) 
STOP 
(1.0)  
stop. sit down, don’t move, don’t move  
(0.5) 
kımıldamıyoruz kımıldamıyoruz  
[tr: do not move] 
hush hush ((silencing sound)) just close the mouth that’s all what I want 
(.) okay?  
(1.0) ((Learners nod)) 
you were the tourist? ((T looks at Learner 1)) 
(1.5) 
tourist? 
14 L1: yes. 
15 L7: NO (.) I am tourist 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
→T:  tourist?  
(0.5)  
no (.) you were the travel agent  
(2.0)  
sen turist değil miydin?  
[tr: weren’t you a tourist?] 
21 L1: değildim.  
[tr: I was not] 
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This extract is taken from a classroom activity where learners are acting a 
role-play in pairs.  In line 1, the teacher gives a classroom instruction to signal the end 
of the time allocated for the pair-work activity.  During the pause of one second in 
line 2, the learners keep talking.  The teacher therefore repeats the classroom 
instruction in a higher tone of voice in line 3.  Learner talk fades gradually during the 
pause in line 4, and the teacher repeats the instruction again in line 5.  In the same 
line, she continues giving further instructions.  After a short pause, the teacher code-
switches to Turkish in line 7 to translate the instruction that she uttered in English 
(line 5).  The teacher repairs the procedural trouble in Turkish because, during the 
short pause in line 6, learners keep moving around.  Therefore, the teacher may feel 
the need to translate the instruction into Turkish (line 7) so that everybody 
understands and obeys the instruction.  After a silencing sound in line 8, the teacher 
code-switches back to English to give another instruction related to the silencing 
gesture.  In line 9, she asks a question about comprehension, and during the pause in 
line 10, the learners acknowledge the teacher’s instruction non-verbally.  In the 
extract, there is confusion about the partners’ roles in the role-play activity.  
Therefore, in line 11, the teacher directs a question to Learner 1.  Since she does not 
receive any reply during a pause of 1.5 seconds, she repeats her question, yet not in a 
full question form, in line 13.  In line 14, Learner 1 gives an answer to the teacher’s 
question.  However, Learner 7 contradicts Learner 1’s answer and attempts to claim 
his role in line 15.  In line 16, the teacher questions (it is in line 18 that she says ‘no’.  
Thus (in line 18 the teacher ‘refutes his claim’ or ‘contradicts him’) his claim and 
code-switches to Turkish in line 20 to ask Learner 1 about her role in the role-play 
activity.  There is a preference organisation in the teacher’s language choice: that is, 
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she tries to sort out procedural trouble in L2 (lines 16-19).  If the trouble persists, then 
the teacher switches to L1 to deal with it (line 20) (See also extracts in Section 6 
(dealing with a lack of response in L2) of this chapter).  In line 21, Learner 1 gives a 
negative response to the teacher’s question and replies in Turkish.    Although the two 
teacher-initiated CS patterns are related to the procedural trouble, their pedagogical 
functions are different.  In the first CS pattern (line 7), the teacher uses CS to make 
sure that her classroom instruction is understood and applied.  On the other hand, the 
teacher code-switches to dispel confusion about task roles in the second CS pattern 
(line 20).  The first CS is in the form of an imperative and is followed by the teacher’s 
turn in English.  The second CS is in question form and requires an answer.  Neither 
of the teacher-initiated CS sequences seems to be used as a scaffolding technique to 
teach L2: instead, the teacher code-switches to repair procedural trouble when 
introducing a new activity (line 7) and clarifying task roles (line 20). 
 
Conclusions 
The current study aimed to uncover the sequential organisation of teacher CS in a 
Turkish university EFL setting, and the relationship between language choice and 
pedagogical focus. There are three systematic preference organisation patterns which 
emerge from the data.  The first relates to preference organisation. When there is no 
L2 answer to the teacher L2 question, the teacher code-switches to L1 after a pause of 
more than one second. Typically, the teacher will repeat or modify the question at 
least once in L2 before the CS occurs. Secondly, it is the most common pedagogical 
focus to encourage learners to produce turns in L2. In these cases, learners express 
their alignment with T’s pedagogical focus by speaking in L2 or express 
misalignment by speaking in L1. This is the case regardless of whether T’s prompt 
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immediately prior to the learners’ turn is in L2 or in L1 (as in extract 1).  Thirdly, in 
teacher-induced CS (as in extract 3), it is T’s pedagogical focus for learners to 
produce turns in the L1. In these cases, learners express alignment by using L1. There 
are no instances of misalignment in the data. 
The CA concept of preference helps us to understand the organisation of CS in 
the L2 classroom. It is not at all the case that the L2 is always the preferred (in the CA 
sense) language in L2 classrooms. Rather, the preferred language for learners to use is 
the one which aligns them with the teacher’s pedagogical focus at that particular stage 
in the unfolding sequence. So, the teacher may use the L1 in order to make the 
learners speak in the L2 (extract 2) or may use the L2 in order to make learners speak 
in the L1 (extract 3) or may use the L2 to make learners speak in the L2. The 
significance of CS in L2 classrooms can only be understood in relation to the evolving 
pedagogical focus in an evolving sequence and in response to the question ‘why that, 
in that language, right now?’   
 Finally, we need to consider the generalisability of the study. By explicating 
the organisation of the micro-interaction in an institutional setting, CA studies may at 
the same time be providing a generalisable description of the interactional 
organisation of the setting. This is because institutional interaction is seen as 
rationally organised in relation to the institutional goal (Levinson 1992: 71). CA 
studies, then, work on the particular and the general simultaneously; by analysing 
individual instances, the machinery which produced these individual instances is 
revealed:  
Our aim is … to get into a position to transform … our view of what 
happened here as some interaction that could be treated as the thing we're 
studying, to interactions being spewed out by a machinery, the machinery 
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being what we're trying to find; where, in order to find it we've got to get 
a whole bunch of its products. (Sacks 1992 vol. 2: 169)  
 
  So one principal aim is to characterise the organisation of the 
interaction by abstracting from exemplars of specimens of interaction and to uncover 
the emic logic underlying the organisation. A common misconception is that CA is 
obsessed with micro detail and has nothing to say about interactional organisation on 
a larger scale.  
The generalisable point to be made on the basis of this study is that Sack’s 
maxim that there is order at all points in interaction also applies to CS in L2 
classrooms. For many years, researchers in the area of language learning have shied 
away from classroom interaction, regarding it as an excessively complex, 
heterogenous and particularly ‘messy’ source of data. The addition of code-switching 
may appear to make it even ‘messier’. However, this article suggests that, as with 
conversation, there is also order at all points in relation to CS in L2 classroom 
interaction. Whereas much of the pedagogical literature debates the pros and cons of 
L1 use in isolation from its interactional implementation, this study suggests that 
language choice is embedded in the interactional architecture of the language 
classroom and is inextricably entwined with the evolution of sequence and 
pedagogical focus. CS in L2 classrooms should rather be seen as one interactional 
resource among the many used by both teachers and learners to carry out the 
institutional business of teaching and learning an L2 in a complex, fluid and dynamic 
interactional environment. Further research should examine how pedagogical focus 
and language choice are related in the teaching of other languages and in different 
teaching/learning contexts. 
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Appendix: Transcription Conventions 
We use transcription conventions first developed by Gail Jefferson and here list only 
those symbols which occur in these extracts. 
 
// 
 
 
* 
the point at which a current speaker's utterance is overlapped by the talk of another, 
which appears on the next line attributed to another speaker.  
 
the end of the overlap may be marked by a right bracket (as above) or by an 
asterisk. 
 
= the second speaker followed the first speaker with no discernable silence between 
them, or was "latched" to it.  
 (0.5) Numbers in parentheses indicate silence, represented in tenths of a second.  
Silences may be marked either within an utterance or between utterances. 
 
 (.) A dot in parentheses indicates a "micropause," a silence hearable but not readily 
measurable; ordinarily less than 2/10 of a second. 
 
. The punctuation marks are not used grammatically, but to indicate intonation.  The 
period indicates a falling intonation contour, not necessarily an end of the 
sentence. 
 
? A question mark indicates rising intonation, not necessarily a question 
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, A comma indicates ‘continuing’ intonation, not necessarily a clause boundary. 
 
word 
 
Underlining is used to indicate some form of stress or emphasis, either by 
increased loudness or higher pitch.  
 
º I º the talk between the two degree signs is markedly softer than the talk around it. 
 
hh 
 
 
.hh 
Hearable aspiration (breathing) is shown where it occurs in the talk by the letter 
"h" -- the more h's, the more aspiration. The aspiration may represent breathing. 
 
If the aspiration is an inhalation, it is shown with a dot before it (usually a raised 
dot).  
 
 (( )) 
 
 
 
Double parentheses are used to mark transcriber's description of events, rather than 
representations of them. Thus ((cough)), ((laughter)), ((knock on the door)), and 
the like. 
 
:: Colons are used to indicate the prolongation or stretching of the sound just 
preceding them. The more colours, the longer the stretching.  
 
- A hyphen after a word or part of a word indicates a cut-off or self-interruption 
 
[tr: ] Translation 
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T Teacher 
 
L1 Identified learner 
 
L Unidentified learner 
 
LL More than one learner 
 
 
                                                 
Endnotes 
 
1
 The discussion is based on Seedhouse (2004). 
2
 Complete transcripts are available in Üstünel (2004). 
